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ABSTRACT 

This document presents a longitudxhai^ yi'er^of the 
Student Loan Program and the Tuition Grant -Program, including both 
iktitist;ifcal and, survey information. Tables one to- three contain 
stai^i^ti^^ on the 1972-73 and 1973-:7«l Student Loan 

PrdgMhis* Tables four, and five cover statistical inforiation on 
T<litl6n*Grants*for .1972-73 and 1973-74. The survey report on Student 
Lo^n Programs is covered in tables six to twenty. Survey information 
includes: ,19'f2*73 class standing; enrollaent by degree; student loan 
lt>y dollar amounts; percent pf the total educational costs covered by 
19'fc2-73 loans and the means of making top the< difference; arrival, of 
t and. tardiness of) first--t4tii and sedond-term in-state ani 
oat--of<-state CKecks; satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the 
delivery of the?* checks and iri^A the Student- Loan l^ogram. ^bles 
twenty *o thirty-one cov^r the survey report of t hie Tuition Grant 
Program*, tables^ include informa^tion on: clasfs standing; enrollment by 
degree; Student, Loans and Tuition Grants prior -to 1972^73.; student^ 
idar jfrom federal or 4ther sources; numbers receiving loans for ^ 
1972-73; percent of total fe'4^catiQnal costs covered by 1972-73 
Ignition grants a%d means of making up>the difference; living plans 
forja-fter, graduation; extent of ! influence of the Tuition Grant ' . 
' Program; comparison of ge'neral satisfaction or dissectisfaction of 
^st^xdents vith the Tuition/ Grant and s|budent Loan Programs-, Appendixes 
' fellow with general comments. (Authof^KE) • 
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STATISTICAL RJEPORT - STUPENT LOAN PROGRAM 



Now thaf we are into the third year of the Student Loan. Program and the second year of 
the TUitiohTGran*. Program, we can b«gin to get a bit more, of an overview, or perhaps a 
longitudinal view would express it better.. ' . ' ■ 

Table I shows the 1972-73 student loans broken out by graduate and undergraduate, college- 
in-state, and state or region for out-of-state. ■ \ ' 

The graduate student as in .1971-7?. has a hiavy percent attending out-of-state which is to 
bjB expected. It ir undoubtedly mpre (?conomicah for-the State to proceed iq.this fashion 
rather tfiah try to establish, very expensive firograms in various professional areas. 

Witkihe advent of the tuition Grant Program*, tht loan statistics appear tashow that' for 
ubdergradiiate students, we i^rejupporting out-of^tate. undergraduates in larger numbers 
thaK#-st|te. If the tuition gralit pumbers and amourits were added, to the' in-state total, that 
tofaliWcTuld jump to 1,490 students for $1,840,1232. this clearly establishes the fact that 
in-«tate-^udents ^are helped in larger nunrbers^than out-of-state.Jh dollar amounts, 
out-of^stite colleges are^ considerably more expensive and therefore., the larger costv^ 
out-of^tate balances . against the larger nurh-bers in-state sptthat tHe dollar difference is 
" probaBly not of major significance. ^^^^ ^ , / , > 

table il. the 1973-74 August. report, shows the continufng pressure on the loah fur\d as the 
need develops faster than the^size of th| funds available. The protrlem in student aid is that 
the needMs there at the start of the school year and funds available .later in the year are ojten 
of limited value as many students just cannot start without financial aid. Realizing ti^^, 
the fact that 20% of the sttidents drop out or cahceMuring the year, we have over-avJardeti- 
to fielp as piany as possible. The results are as lifted below; • 

. ^ ' • » ' f ■ > 

Total awards made $ 3,355,200.00 ^ 

■ Appropriation. • 2,952,600.00 ^. ^ 

Ovir-awarded" -402,300.00 12.0% 

. ' Cancelled to-date- ' " 121.250.00 3.6% 

$ 281»,050.00 

' The remainder of $281,050 must be cancelled before the first name can be taken off the 
' waiting list. The waiting list as of August 8, . 1973. contains 278 students^who would be 
awarded $480,300'if fundi were available. ^, •■ ^, ■ ^ , 



r 



z • 

CO 

oo 

U 2 



< 

o 
< 

oi 

:CC:iiJ 
LJ ."^ 

■ Z K o 



CO 

z 



(0 

5 



UJ 

O 

CO 
CM 



Z 

UJ 

O 
D 

UJ- 

< 
D 
O 

< . 

(TO 



2^ 

O 

O 
UJ 
(T 

cr 
o 

UJ 



O 

UJ 

O 

* UJ 

8 



ir> O) in 
^ in CM 

t-H O 



o 2 
in O 
tn o 



o in o ID 
in 00 s. r>» 
a> a> 00 v> 



1^ I— 1 UJ ^ Ul 1^ Wl W "ST U» UJ Vl^ 

^* ^* of O* ^* ^ W CnT Cnj" (N Q* ^* CO ^* 00 

o ^ m ^CNjiO^opococo^O)^^ o-*r^ 
ioco in CNi «-H *-Hro«-i»-H 



o f*^ Q in in o 
in.^ O CNj IN. o 
^ a> in vo- 

CNJ- 



•ooa>incvj^-i'oa>orvotf>.^oov£>inoo 
iocNj^^iMro^rs.^^CNjoo^cors.*^ro 



ootn^oooof^inoin 
CMinf^inOininoof>rNf^ 

P. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

'r>r oT qp oT < co" o> lo* 
coio9hcnjio»-ioo o.cnj 
.in CNJ / ^ CNJ -- 



8^^ O in m 
O O CNJ 

^ ^ ^ vo 00 

- o* o 

_ _ O U> CO 
CO ^ 



8 00 ^ 
o o- 



IN. ^ CO cvf ^ •-lOCNjin^ooo'ioin^oin 
ro,-i^,-Hi-Hco«-Hin«-H in»Hior^^ro'CNj 
CNJ ^ H 



^ CNJ 



in Q O 
CNJ o in 
CNJ in ^ 

CNJ ' 

ID ^ 



^ in CNJ 



§8888 in 



o o Q 

_______ ^inino 

|N^ lo 00 o . CN{ in CO CO in 

00 CO O* in O coi cnT ro rN ^ 



, ,fN»in«-f*CNjt]r)incocMinro 

CNJ CNJ ^ CNJ ^ rH *-< 




'IN. 

00 



o 

00 



•••5: 



•CO 



O CO 

00 Jo 



in in 
00 , o 
O" 00 



oo 



^ (M 



S in 
^ CO 



o 



^ ^ <^ 

lO Q .(0 
IN. 00 LO 



in ^'o 
IN. in 
^ - Q\ 



LO 
CM 



^ IN. 



00 
CO 



00 



^UJ . 

< 
H 
c/> 

Z 

< ' 
H 

H 

o6 

D 



O 

t 

H 

o 
t- 

< 

oc 

^ 



'< 



I/) 



"•'X" 



'TABLE- II ^ 



GAtEGORY 



V- ' / c V • . .. /• 

j 197374 STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM* • 

GraduHe Students* . . Undergraduate Studfents ' epmbined 
•Nd. ■ $ •■. ,No.; ■ ..$ , ■ : No. $ 





— * — ' — 


















si.' 




t 




/IBENEWALS 


.118 


410:100 


768 


•1,341.650 


88*5 


1,751.750 






• ■* 


' '315 • 


■• 6071600 ' 


315' '. 


■607.800 


NEW GRAd. 


. 


188.950 • 






58 


- -18^-,95P 


, 6t,MER * : 




.28,600 ■ 


374 


. 656,850^ 


, 384 


■ 685.456' 


tOtAL • 

« 


, ■ ' 186 


.627,650 


1457- 

\ 


2,606,300 


1643 


.3,233,950 


« 

♦ 


• 

• * 


, • . ■> y ■ " 

As of 8-8-73'. OJ1 Waiting List No. 278 


480.300 : 



APPROPRIATION ' 2,952,90p 
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In 1971-72, we ran out of funds in the middle of September. In 1972-73/thi5 point wa% 
reachea in th^n)iddle of August and in 1973-74 it happened before the end of the priority 
period on May 31, 1973. Heavy volumes of requests usually opme in during August arid 
Septefnl^, so unless the. students decide it is not worth the paper wprl<, the magnitude of 
the student need for 1973-74 is yet to be determined. / • 

, • 1 • ' ' 

This greater pr*essure is riot only more students,- but also the increased cost of eduta^ion 
both in and olit of state, f able il I {p. 5), compares the first- three years of the Student Loan 
Program. Jhis table shows the nQmber and amount of awards^ the average dollar and' 
the percent increase in size 6f^ loans. It is ncD^wonder that the numbfer of students Have 
drbpped from 1748 in 1972-73. to 1643 in 1973-74,- when the cost perceitt increase is 19%. 
The 1971-72 program was half the size of the other two years so ifthe nurpber of students 
was doubled for 1971-72, then th^ impact ofjthe numerical decrease would be even more 
3^^parent and obviously with a cost increase of 32.7% over a two-year period, it couftl hardly 
have been different. The increase inmidents ^pplying is reflected in ai'ticles in theriatipnal 
literature in which they indicate thatfhan*y middle class persons are eritering these programs 
as they ifeel it is^their tax money and therefore they have some right to it. With^'tf^ result 
^that these families have reduced their parentil coatribution to^a more comfortable level'and 
. fee/less and-less the need to beggar thenaselves to assure an education for th^ir children. 

These tables do i^ot reflect the work volume that, in a final table, ii more or less be|iind the 
scenes. In 1972-73, the final results show 1748 awards. In actual fact, 2210 awards were 
madfe and 462 were cancelled to leave the table total. In additioft, .3279 transactions were 
:made. in maintaining the" awards. Change of^ollege, change in periods of -attendance, 
cancellation of second semester funds, change m financial need, and supplemental requests 
are all examples'of these transactions. With 3279 trawsaction's'and 2210 awards made, we 
thus see that 1069 actions had to be taken over and^above the initial awards. In other words, 
48.4% of the workload was secondary acti9ns. As near as can be judged, 29.6% ^f the 
students caused this extra 48.4% of the work. 
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^ • STUDENT.LOAiyiS ♦ 

K COMPARISON OF FIRST THREE YEARS^ 



No: 



No. 



- Gra'duate Students Undergraduate Students Combined 



No. 



$ 



, 71-72; 
' 72r73 



71- 72 

72- 73 ■ 
73^74 



91, 
186* 
186- 



256,271 ' 990' l;346.887 
582.425^ 1562 . ^2,309,?58 
627,650 1457 2,606,300 




1081 
1748 ' 



SIZE IN DOLLAR AMOUNT OF AVERAGE LOAN 

<$2816 $1360^ 
3131 1478 > 

3374. . 1789 



1,603,158 
2,891,683 
3,i233,950 .• 



$.1483 
. 1654 
1968 



\ 4. 



0.'- 



; 71-72 to 72-73 
• '72-73 tO'73^74 
/ 7i-72 to 73-74. 



PERCENT INCREASE IN SIZE OF LOA«^S 



yiTH^ 

11.2% 
.7.8% 
19.8% 



8.7% 
21.0% 
31,5% 



11.5% 
19.0% 
. 32.7% 



\ 



9 . 
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STATISTICAL REPORT - TUITION GRANT PROGRAM 



table IV (p. 7) shows the^l 972-73 tuition grants and Table V» the 1973-74 tuition grants. 
One fact is apparer^ at Ihe very starfi^he change in the regulations requiring the student to 
,pay as much ks would a student atteMing a state institution^ and .the increase In the>^ate 
fee charges has resulted in a draraatic decrease in part-time students (135 to 11) as in nios 
cases for^evening st^udfnts» the tuition^grant award is zero or $10 in whicH case, it costs more 
to process the award than the amount of the award itself. . 

» - , V 

' \ # ^ ' * • 

-By the start of the second iemester in 1972-73» we had made 919 awards totaling 818,498 
in tuition grants, t>ut due to the natiiral^ttrition of withdrawals, cancellations, and change 
of plans» this was reduced to. 738 students and $754»353 by the time the report was drawn 
up. . . • ' ' > 

The 1973*74 'tuition grant table (V) shows awards^ running ahead of last year. As a new 
prograrn last yejir, on^campus application for tuitior| grants worked very well. Apparently a 
/ percentage of the students never stop to think that we.might run out of funds and expect to 
register' for, a tuition* grant when they' enroll. Th^ir luck will, be a matter jof how many 
applications come in between the 'middle of 'August and the middle Bf September. The 
pressure on the tuition grant fund? fedms'to be de^elopinj'a little later, more like the loan 
funds in 1971-72 when it was September before the funds ran out. # 



The increase in tuition at Sheldon Jacksd^ Junior College (and up to a more reasonable 
level) makes the comparison of Tables IV andW in dollar amounts, somewhat ambiguous. 

Some students qualified for both tuition qr?rAs and studqnt loans (primarily married) so 
that we find 7.5% of Alaska Methodist students and 8.7% of Sheldon Jackson students 
receiving both. Of cour,se there is no forgiveness on the loan which balances out the already 
forgiven tuition grant. , • 



Category 



TABLE IV. 
197273 TUITION GRANTS 



(Full-Time Students 
'No. - $ 



Part-Time Students 

(Summer School & Mixed) 

No. $ 



pombined 
No. $ 



i'^AMU -:6raduati-Students 

; .'AMU - Uhdergradiiate Students 

i, AMU.- TOTAL / 


13 
477 
490 


16,800 
'592.900 
609.700 


25 
85 
11.0 


.8.291 
37.550 
45.841 


■ 3p 
562 
600 


25.091 
630.450 
.655.541 


J SJC- Undergraduate Students^ 


*113 


93.925 


25 


4.887 


. 138 


> 98.812 


l ;CbW|§INEP TOTALS 




.703,625 


135 


50^,728 

I 


738 


754,353 






Ik' 




1 







TABLE V 



V 



1973 74 TUITION GRANTS 



/ 

Full-Jime 
Graduate 
No./$ 



\ 

Fuil-Time^ 
Undergraduate 
No. ^ . \ 



Parjt-Time 
Graduate 
No, $ 



Part-Time 
Under^r'aduate 
. No. $ 



Combined 
No>.$ 



AMl^ Renewal 
; AMU^Frosh 
;AMU Other 


2 


2.8Q0 


188.^ 
57 


25^.360 
77.700 


4 


100 


3 


j 878 


197 
57 


262.078 
77.700 


r 


1.400 


43 


58.100' 


1 


20 


3 


i 510 


48 


60.030 


, AMU Late 


1 


1,400 


106 


144.200 


1 


20 


4 


1 730 


'1.12 


146.350 


; AMU Total 


.4 


• ^.600 


394 


538.300 


6 


140 


10 


! 2.118 


414 


546.158 , 


SJC Renewal 






19 


20.520 






1 


270 


20 


20.790 


SJCFrosh 






25N 


. 24.480 








• 


23 


. 24.480 • 


SJC Othec^ 






10 


\o.80O 










10 


10.800 


: SiC Ute 






. 40 


42,740 










40 


42.740 


SJC Total .--^ 






' 92 


,98.5'40 


'\ 




1 


270 


93 


"^810 


/Grand Total 


4 


5,600 


486 


636,840 


6^ 


^140 


11 


2,388 


507 


644,968 



REPORT ON THE SURVEY OF 1972-73 LOAN RECIPIENTS 

'A' * ln.the*spr|ng^of 1^73, all loan holders were mailed an evaluation form (see appendix). No 
signature was fequested^ Student response ^9S\^s follows: 

1971>72 - 1972>73 : • 

: . . Jn^-state responses • 44.3% 28.3% ' c> ; 

Out-state responses * 55.7% • ' 4p.0% / 

* . / ,> • ^ *^ . 

Total respon'ses . ^ .46.8% . 39.1% ; 

" ^; . / ' \ • - «^ ' 

Last year/ 11% more out-of*state students responded thlin did in-st§te students. This year, it 
was i2!b%/m6ire out-of-state students than in-statV\ ' ' , > ^ . 

' ' 1-4 ' ^ . > \ ■ . ^ • 

While tj^he c^erall nurnber Replying was satisfactory foY^this type of survey, i arr^ puzi '3d by 
r the lov^er in^state response. Do they take it more^ for granted or is it just due to highe^r 
outside costs that thos^ students are :Tiore appreciative?! That question 'mark is as close as I 
can Come toj good 9ues's as to the reason. 

^ ' ■ , . I . ■- / ,^ ■ - ^' • 

/ The Gass Standings (Table VI) ha$ no surprises but- does-confirm. thf> need for Alaskans to 



I he t^ass biandmgs (laDie vi) na$ no surprises Dut-dOjes 
/ seek$rdduate study out-of-state. - 



TABLE VI 

STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM 
1972-73 * 
■ . •/ 
CLASS STANPING 



\ 

Out-of-state In-State Total 



FRESHMAIsl S. . • 24.6 • ' 2^ " 24.0 

SOPHOMORE • ' 25.7 \ 26.6^. 26.0 

JUN^Oe^- ' o I8.4A 28.4 . 21.8 

SENIOR i 8.7 V 10.9 9.4 

GRADMATE ' • 14.6 * 3.5 10.9 " 

vb.CATIONAL-TECHNICAL STUDENTS 7.5 6.6 7.2 

NO REPLY . .5 , 1.3 ■ .7 

TOTAL . 100.0% 100.0% . 100.0%' 

NUMBER ^ 451 • 229 680 



,1,0 Table VII. we find that the bacheloc'S degrefe is the one" sought ^bf over 70% of the. 



. resRondents. 



TABLE Vn 

bEGR^E OR DIPLOMA WORKING TOWARDS 



\ DOCTORATE , 

• .MAS.ERS'' - /' ' - . 

' BACHELORS \ ■ 
ASSbcJATE • . > 

CERTIFICATE OR DlPLOfwfA 
NO REPLY 

. TOTAL . ' • 

' 'NUMBER - -f 





Out-of-state 

% 


•In-State 

% 


Total 
% 












10.9 


t 

• -0- v. 


7.2 




3.3» 


3.9 


3.5. 




70.3 


76.1 


72.2 




2.0 


3.9^ 


2:7 ^ 


f 


5.5 • ' •■- 


' 2.6* 


* 4.6: 




8.0 

■ • 


13.5 


... 


\ 


100.0% 


100.0% 


106:0%- 




' 4&I 


229 


680- 



table .VIII sKows the dofl^r amount of the loans held. Interesting to not^ is that only ,11,9% 
obtain the maximum $2?56o and the bulk of these were out-of-state students. This probatfty 
reflects that with ^ short supply of money, we have been as hard-no'jed as the information 
on the application permits in -making our awards. • . ' * . 



Dollars 



TABLE Vili 

ALASKA STUDENT LOAN DOLLAR AMOUNTS 



/ 



/ CfUT-DF-STATE 

s. .Under- 
Grad. grad.- Total 

% % % 



' .A ■ 


o • 




f 




* 






$ 100-500 


.0- 


3.3 


3.3 


VJt 501-1000 


.7 


15.1 


15.8 


>lp01-i500 


.9 


16.2 


17.1 


$1501-2000 


1.6 


18.8 


20.4 


$ip01-2450 


1.1 


14.8 


15.9 


$2500 


.7 " * 


14.6 


. 15.3 


$2501-3000 


111 1 






$30qk35b0 


.9 


.0- 


*.9 


.$3501.4000 - 


1.8 


-0- 




$4001.4500 


3.8 


-0-. 


3.8* 


$4501.4950 


1.1 




• lil 


i$5000 ' 


.7 




.7 


NO REPLY. 


.4 

« 


2.4 


2.8 


.•TOTAU \ 


14.8% ' 


85^2% 


100.0% 


NUMBER - 


66 


385 


451 



.. IN.STATE 
Urtder. 
Grad. grad. Total 

% S % % ' 



.4 
' .4 

.9 

'.9 
' .4 
'.0- 

.9 

-0- 



3.9% 
. 9 



12.7 

25.4 

23.5 

24.9 
, 4.4 . 
. 5.2 
-0- . 

.0. 

-0- 
-0-' 
.0- 
. « 4)- 

. Is* 

96.1% 
220 



100.Q% 
229 ' 



COMBINED 
UndeV- 
Grad. grad. 
% ^ % 



11.0% 
75 



89i)% 
.60^ 



Total 
% 







1 




13.1 ' 


.2 


6.5 - 


6-7 


25.8 


.6 


18.5 


19:i 


24.4 


.9 


18.7 


19.6 


25.8 . 


1.3. 


20.9 


22.2 


4.8 


•9, 


11.3 


12.2 


.5.2 


.4 


11.5 


11.9 


.9 


1.0 • 


-0- 


1.0 




• .6 


.0- 


.. .6 


-0: 


.1-2 


-0- 


1.2 


-0- 


2.5 


.0- 


/^.5 


.0- 


. .7 ' 


.0- 


.7 


-0- 


" .4 


.0- 


.4 


.0- 


> 

.3 • 


1.6 


IS 



100.0% 
i 680. 



An attempt was made in Tabte IX to coHect the students' estimate of Wiiat pe^rcent of total 
educational expenses was covered by their loam. Ttje results. app^r contaminated by 
conf^iising total 'educational expenses with the allowable items by a Rercentage of the 
studerits. Even so, the bulk of the students (76.4%) list the ioan as cwerii^g fr\)m-21% to 
80% bf their expenses which rs about what^one wouid hope for. It does show a considerable 
number of students making an effort above the minimum. \ am defining minimum effort as 
the-difference between total educational expenses and the allowable itemswhich nationally 
is about 30%. 



TABU IX 



WHAT PERCENT OF THE TOTAL EDUCATIONAL COSTS 

DID YOUR 72^73 LOAN COVER? 



PERCENT COVERED " OUT-OF-STATE IN-STATE 



1-20 
2i-40 



61-80 
81-100 



* . 


% 


5:8^^ 


5.7,. 


21.7- 


.22.3 


34.8 


22.6 


23.5 


24.0 . 


10.0 


22.3 


4.2 I 


■ . -3.1 


100.0% 


100.0% 


451, 


229 




5.7 
21.9 



41-60 * 34.8 22.6 ^ 30:8 

^ 1»3 S * 24.0 ^ 23.7 



14.1 



NO REPLY 4.2 t . -3.1 3.8 

TOTAL 100.0% ^ 100.0% 100.0% 

NUMBER 451, 229 "680 



Table X (p. 12) e.xplored the question of how the students made up the difference between 
educational costs and thefr loan. 'Again, some mixture caus^by those who did not 
distinguish between total educational expenses and the allowable items (tuition, fees, room 
and board, and,books). As the entries on this table are hot individual students, but sources 
of help, many who ansvs^ererf listed more than onelspyrce. 

It is clear that, self-help (summer work, part-time wbrk, etd/), was the largest source used to 
balance 'the budget. Parental help was a str^ong second ahd except for one entry under 
^scholarships, no other item reached two digits. ^ 



. ' la 

11 



TABLE X 



HOW DID YOU MAKE UP THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE 
LOAN i^llNT AND THE TOTAL EDUCATIONAL COSTS? ^ 

7- OUT-OF^TATE 





120 


21-40 


4VW 


61 & over 


Total 




% . 


% 


% ^ 


^ % 


-% < 


SELF 


18.3 


22.2 


7.9 


2.3 


. 50.7 


PARENTS 


\9 0 


•'7 8 


3 2 


A 


' 23 4 


BIA ■ 


-0- ' 


.9 


• .2 • 


.4 


L5 


SPOUSE 


.9 ' 


.9 


.4 


.2 


2.4 


. VA' 


.6 


1.3 


1.0 




2.9 


OTHER LOANS 


2.0 


2.9 


.4 


-6- 


5.3 


S€HOIiABSHi|^/ 


5.7 


3.9 . 


1.0 


.3 


10.9 


OTKEft FEOER'AL A'.D ^ 


.7 


2.0 


.2 


-0- 


2.9 


' -^totAl ' 


40.2%, 


41.9% 


14.3% 




^- - - 

iod.c>% 














• 




INSTATE 




















9 « 

' SELF 


22.4 


20.7 


8.8 


5;3 


57.2 


PARENTS 


■fljLp.l 


5.6 


1.4 


-0- 


1,6.1 


BIA , ^ 


-0- 


.4 




.4 




SPOUSE 


Ll 


1.1 


1.4 


.4 


3^9 


VA 


.7 


3.2 


2.8 


.7" 


7.4 


- OTHER LOANS 


2.5 


. 2.0 


.4 


-0- 


4.9 


SCHOLARSHIPS 


3.5 


2.5 


.7 


-0- 


6.7 


OTHER FEDERAL AID 


2.1 


1.1 • 


-0- 

^ 


-0- 

^ 


3.2 


TOTAL 


41.4% 


36.5% 


'*i5.4% 


- 6.7% 


100.0% 


Number * 


118 


104 


. ^ 44 


"19 


285 



\- 



COMBINED 



id 

ERIC 



SELF 


19.5 


21.8 


" 8.1 , 


L3.2 . 


52.6 


PARENTS 


n.i 


7.1 


2.7 ^ 


^/^ .3 


21.2 


BIA f 




.7 


..1 


V .4 


1.2 


SPOUSE 


.9 


.9 


.7 


/ ^-2 


2.8 


VA 


.6 


' 1.9 


. 1.6 




4.2 


OTHER LOANS 


2.2 


2.7 




/ .-0-. 


5.3 


SCHOLARSHIPS 


5.1 


3.5 


Hi 


' • .2 


'9.7 


OTHER FEDERAL AID 


1.1 


1.8 




-0- 


3.0 ; 


TOTAL , 


40.5% 


40.4% 


14.6% 


4.5%' 


100.0% 


Number * 


393 


, 391 


<^42 


, 44 


970 


*Stud«nt can report more than 


one source 


r 












12 


16 






\, 




» 







^ffiil&lJi;!^^ 1972-73. there.had>?e.n problems outside the departijient that caused 

'J^ii^/^lil" l^it'iL;^^^^ ♦i^A VAk^'t^'apranfc Thp'^fpaHx/ heavv deman'd bv'teleohone and 



, , . - .fpR&a^^^^^^ it seemed like it). The base, problem in the 

:•■ :- |irsi»m!Btferv>il<k.t^^^ backlog was cleared from the computer 

; •aUial^ortcU' K-^ problem of considerable magnitude to get m 

' ''S'l ■[^iMriU"tbth4s^ showed a marked improvernent which was 

. [iA si^H i^^ ^^f financial aid office and the 

!^•'!•vDef!^i^^tl^^^^ sourid; The reason the tables are t^y 

vWoniiiib^^ of check|leii,very to those who were la>e in applytng-or 

^V.^I^t^^m9|!^^^^ almost i»l4&ug^i the students do not distinguish in ail 

.. 'cis^sivb^lwie^^^^^^^^^ late arrival. Sorne o^t^e late arrivals second term were caused 
■l^^^^^iS^}^l\!^record af disbursement arid r^eipt form from the first tertri as no 

. : ! •^Ilurlfer.^he^^ college's certification of full-time enrfallrrierit in 
fgodd standrng.:- 

. T^ni?^ . ■ , . ' • ■ - 

TAgVEXI 

' ARRix/Ai rip FIRST TER^ii CHECKS • OUT OF STATE 



4 



CHECKS 


JULY 




% 


OMTIME 


57.1 


SiMEWHAT LATE 


31.9 


EKTREMELY LATE 


9.1 


MO REPLY 




* TOTAL 


roo.0% 


NUMBER 


210 



t5 

AUGUST 

% 



SEPT. 

% 



52.1 50.0 

30.2 \ t36.5 . 
15.-6. 9.5' 

2.1 4«/^ 



100.0% 
•96 



ipo.0% 

74 



OCT. 

%, 

66.7 
13.3 
13.3 
'6.7 

100.0% 
15 



NOV.& 
LATER 

% 

50.0 
■ 30.4 
"16.1 
3.6 

'100.0% 
56 



TOTAL 

% 

64.i ' 
31.5 
11.5 
2.7 

100.0% 
451 



ARRIVAL OF FIRST TERM CH^KS - IN STATE 



ON TIME 

SOMEWHAT LATE 
EXTREMELY LATE 
NO REPLY 

TOTAL 
NUMBER 



46.0 
42.4 
. 5.8 
5.8 

100.0% 
87 



34.5 
39.7 
15.5 
10.3 

100.0% 
58 



43.9 
38.6 
10.5 
7.0 

100.0% 
57 - 



33.3 

66.7. 

-0- 

--0- 

100.0% 
6 



52.2 
19.1 
9.5' 
19.1 

100.0% 
21 



42.8 
39".3 

9.6 

8.3 

100.0% 
229 



1/ 



ERJC 



13 



"'"■i*'' •>-»/j.'-*-_*»/vj.j}s5i , 



TABLE Xii 



ARRIVAL OF SECOND TERM CHECK - OUT-OF-STATE 



CHECKS 



ON TIME 
SOMEjrt/HAT LA 
EXTREMELY 
NO REPLY 

TOTAL 
NUMBER 



V 



JULY 

- % 


• \ 

AUGUST . 

% 


SEPT. 

% 


OCT. 

% 


NOV & 
. LATER 

% 


TOTAL 


80.5 
11.9 

5.7 

1.9 • 


83.3 
12-5 
2.1 
2.1 


.7p.3 
5.4 
6.8 

17;5^ 


86.6 
-0- 

6.7 . 

6.7 


57.1 
16.1 . 

-.3.6 ; 

23.2 


76.7. 
,.11.1 
4.9 
7.3 


100.0% 
210 


100.0% 
96 ' 


100.0% 
74 


100.0% 
15 


. 100.0% . 
56 


100.0% * 
451 



ARRIVAL OF SECOND TERM CHECK - IN-STATE 



\ 



ON Time , 

SOMEWHAT LATE ' 
EXTREMELY LATE 
NO REPLY- . 

TO TAL 
NUMBER 



82.8 


96.6 


' 86.0 


lOO.O 


42.9 


83.9 


8.1 - 


3.4 " 


" 1/.8 ' 


'■Or 


9.5. 


•5.2 


2.3 


-0- 


r.8 


-O-v 


« -0- 


1.3 


6.8 


-0- • 


10.4 


-0- , • ■ 


47.6 • ^ ■ 


. 9.6 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


87 


58 . 


57 


6 * . 


^21 


229 



Tiables XIII an^ XIV (p, 15 ) explored the number of days late the warrants were received. Not much 
pattern js apparent, except Alaska chreck delivery appear^s slower than to the "lower 48, " but this may 
not be the problem because ther^is no way to match delivery with actual mailing dates. 

TABLE XIII 

NUMBER OF DAYS LATE OF FIRST TERM CHECK - bUT-OF-STAtE 













NOV.& 




CHECKS 


JULY 


AUGUST 


SEPT*. 


OCT. 


LATER 


TOTAL 




% . 


% 


■ % 


- % 


% ' 


% 


ONTIME 


57.1 


52.1 


50.0 


- 66.7 


50.0 


54.4 


LATE- 1 WEEK"' 


2.4 


7.3 


. 12.2 


6.7 


8.9 


6.0 


JLATE - 2 WEEKS 


13.3 


17.7 


9.5 


• -0- 


12.5 


13.1 " 


XAtE • 3 WEEKS 


8.6 


12.5 


8.1 


6.7 


12.5 


9.8 


LATE - 4 WEEKS 


1.0 


-0- 


-0- 


^. . 


-0- 


.4 


LATE -OVER 4 WEEKS 


1.4 


1.0 


-0- 


-0- 


-0- 


.8 


NO REPLY 


16.2 


9.4 


20.2 


19.9' 


16.1 ^ 


15.5 


TOTAL 


100.0% 


100.0% . , 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% ' 


NUMBER 


210 


96 ' 


.74 


15 


56 


451 . 


NUMBER OF DAYS LATE OF FIRST TERM«CHECK : 


rN-STATE 




ONTIME 


46.0 - 


34.5 


43.9 


' 33.3 


52.3 


42.9 


.LATE -1 WEEK 


6.9 


6.9 


3.5 


-0- 


, -0- 


5.? 


LATE -2 WEEKS 


11.5 


10.3-* 


7.0 


-0- 


-0- 


8.7 


LATE - 3 WEEKS 


4.6 


- 10:3- 


8.8 


-0- 


4':8 


7.0 


LATE -Vt WEEKS 


6.9 . 


6.9 


1.8 


50.0 


-0- 


6.1 


LAiTE - OVER 4 WEEKS 


3.5 


5.2 


7.0 


^- 


4.8 


4.8 


NO REPLY 


20.6 


25.9 


28.0 


16.7 


38.1 


•25.3 


TOTAL 


100.0% 


^00.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100,0% 


NUMBER 


87 


58 


57 


• 6 


21 


229 . 



TABLE XIV 



NUMBER OF DAYS LATE OF SECOND JERfA CHECK - QMT OF-STATE 



9MT 



CHECKS 




JULY 


AUGUST 


SEPT. 


OCT. 




1 


«^ ■ 


. % 

v • 


% « 


♦ •% 


t »^ 

ON TIME \ 




80.5 


83.3 


■70.3 


8^.6' 


LATE^^.l WEEK ■ 




1.4 


3.1 


1.4 


-0- 


LATE - 2 WEEKS, . i 


^ 3.8 ' 


6.3 


2.7 V. 


-Q- ' 


LATE - 3'WEEKS 




.5 


■ -0- 


.1.4 , 


-0- . . 


LATE -4 WEEKS 




1.4 


3.1 


2.7 


"6.7 . 


LATEVOVER 4 V 


l/EEKS 


1.0 


4 


•0- 


■Oc- * 


NO REPLY \ 




1 1.4 


4:2 


• .21.5 


• . j€.7 


TOTAL 




100.0%, 


/ 100.0% 


•100.0% 


160.0% 


NUMBER 


o 


210 . 


96 


74 

















MO\/ A 




LATER 


., TOTAL 


% 


% 


O/.l 


• ^. ■ 

7R 7 


1.8 . 


.1.8 


' 3:6 ■ 


■4.0 ' 


3.6 


.9 


-0- 


2.0- ' 


iO- 


A 


33.9 . 


14.2 


100.0% 


ro'o.0% 


'56 


451- 



NUMBER OF DAVS LATE OF SECOND TERM CHECK - iNrSTATE 



oNtime 


82.5 


96.6 


8^0 \v 


100.0 


LATE- l VVEEK . . 


1:2 


• ^. 


-0- '• 


. -0-' 


LATE'i 2 WEEKS ' 


3.5 


' 1.7 


3.5 


-0- . • 


LATE -3 WEEKS ; 


-0-' 


-0- 


-0- ' 


^0- 


LATE - 4'vyEEkS 


1.2 


-0- 


-0- 




LATE -OVER 4 WEEKS 


• 1.2 


-O- 


-P- ;> 


.. -b- 


NO REPLY' 


10.1 


1.7 


16.5 ■ " 


-0- 


TOTAL 


100.0% 


- 100.6% 


100.0%' 


106.0%* 


NUMBER : / • 


87 


58 


57* 


5' . 




83.9 
.4 

2.6 

•0- 
• .4' 
, .9 
11.8 

100.0% 
229- 



In Table XV, we' compare the students' ratirMS concerning the arrival of the second term check, in 
1971-72 and 1^72-73. 'it is obvious that theVffo'^ts put into upgrading the delivery system had,a 
dramatic improvement ^tw?en these twp'yecirs (except, when contaminated for first termllby 
computer problems). " ' . ' 



^ - . TABLE XV 

COMPARISON OF STUDENTS' RATINGS CONCERNING 
ARRIVAL OF SECOND TERM CHECt( FOR 1971-72 & 1972-73 



1971-72 



% 



CUM.% 



1972-73 



% 



CUM. % 



TIMELY 54.1 54.1 

NOT TOO BAD 37.0 91.1 \ 
SO LATE IT CAUSED 

FINANCIAL HARbSHIP 8.9 100.0 



ON TIME 

SOMEWHAt LATE 
EXTREMELY LATE 



86.1, 
9.9 



86.1 
96.0 



4.0 100.0 



\ 



\ 



19 



15 



Interestingly enough in Table XVI. when we asked about the hardship caused by late delivery, it 
appears that the percent saying "no .hardship" is significantly higher than one would expecLin terms 
of the percent reporting late checks, The coping procedures reported in the explanation sectiori in 
Appendix B give some hint that the students caught between big government and big schools contrived 
to make out. 



TABLE-XVI 

WHAT HARDSHIP WAS CAUSED BY THE FIRST TERM CHECK? 

OUT-OF-STATE . .IN-STATE TOTAL 



NONE 

.A LITTLE ■ 

A LOT 
.DISASTER 

NfOREPLV 

totaCs 

NUMBER 



1: 



62.3 
24.4 
' 4.9 
.9 
*7.5 

lOQ-.O^A 
451. 



68.7- 
21.8 

3.9 
.4 

5.2 

100.0% 
229 



% . • 

64.4'' 
23.5 
'4:6 

5.7 

6.8 

100.0% 
680 



In Table XVII. we asked the extent to. which the students were satisfied with the delivery tof the 
checks. While on hardship they rated ."none" as rather high, thd overall "very weN satisfied" wasbelow ' 
the first term arrival percent and vastly^below tlie secontfteri^ arrival. It maV reflect 'not|irng other 
. thari the comparison between ratirig on a five-point versus a three-point schedule, if that is so. then the, 
' top two categories on the scale closely appro^mate the setond |erm rating on arrival. . . 



TABLE XVII 

TO WHAT EXTENT WERE YOU SATISFIED OR DISSATISFIED 
WITH THE DELIVERY OF THE CHECKS? 



VERY WELLSATISFlEp 
WELLSATISFIEP 
HALF & HALF 
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 
MUCH DISSATISFIED 
NO REPLY 

TOTAL (percent) 
NUMBER 



OUT-OF-STATE 


IN-STATE 




COMBINED 




\ 




Cum. 






Cum. 






Cum. 


No. 


% 


% 


No.- 

1 


% 


% 


No. 


% 


% 


207 


45.9 


45.9 


88 


38.4 


38.4 


295 


43.4 


43.4 


132 


29.3 


75.2 


86 . 


37.6 


76.0 


218 


32.1 


75.5 


61 


13.5 


88.7 


37 


16.2 


92.2 


98 


14.4 


89.9 


29 


6.4 


95.1 


16 


7.0 


99.2 


. 45 


6.6 


96.5 


13 


2.9 


98.0 


1 . 


.4 


99.6 


14 


"■ 2.0 


98.5 


9 


2.0 


lod.o 


1 




100.0 


10 


1.5 


100.0 




lOO.OOA 






^00.0% 






100.0% 




451. 






229 


1 \ 




680 







16 



20 



"'^his year^ we againvasked for the e)ftent to which thc'students y>er£ satisfied or'dissatisfied with the 
student /pan program. The answers axe reflected/ in Table XVlll for 1972-73, and in Jable XIX 
comparing 1971-72 with 1^972-73. In sgite of the check deliy^ry problems, thie loan. program is ra4ed 
Wiy "highly •by rthe student>with only .8 of, 1%' rating in the bottom two categories, or conversely 
. 97.6% in the top three. In the cpmparison in Taftte XlX^of 1971-72 versus 1972-73, wfe are phased to 
note a substantial increase in satisfaction ratings. Therewejre 53.4% to 68.3% for 'Very well satisfied" 
which is. most n^arding to hear after a hard^year's work and the cumulative percent for the top two 



' categories from 91.3% to»96.3% is 'also. 



TABLE XVlll 



TO WHAT EXtlNT WERE YOU SATISIFED OR DISSATISFIED 



•V. 



WITH THE STUDENt LOAN PROGRAM? 

OUJ^F-STATE ^ 

./ I Cum. 
No. % . % 



INrSTAT? 

No. ' % 



Cum. 



COMbl^iED 



No, • 



Cum. 
% 



VERY WELL SATISFIED 
WELLsAfiiSFIED 
HALF i HALF ■ • / 

. SOMOVHAT DISSAllSFltd 
MUCH DISSATISFIED V 
NO REPLY • 



TOTAL (percent) 
NUMBER ■ 



324 '.TLSr 71.8 < 
107 ?3.'l" 95.5 

7 97.1 . 

3 .7 >97;8 
, 1 

9- 



451 



133 
80. 
13 
1 

V .2 98.0 -0- 
2.0 100.0 ^ 2 



100.0 



229 



tABLE XIX 



58.1 5&1 

34.9 93.a 

5.7 98.7 

.4 99.1 

-0- • 99.1 

.9 100.0 



100.0 



V 



457. s67.2 
187 
20k 



4 
1 
11 



680 



67.2 
27.5 94.7 
2.9 97.6 



.6 
.2 



98.2 
98.4 



.1.6 loo.a 
100.0 



COMPARISON OF STUDENTS' RATINGS CONCERNING 
SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION WITH THE 
STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM 



197172 



% 



Cum. % 



1972-73 



% 



Cum. % 



/ 



VERY WELL SATISFIED 53.4 53.4 

WELL SATISFIED 37.9 91.3 

HALF 4 HALF ^ 6.7 98,0 

mOCH DISSATISFIED 1.4 -99^4^ 

VERY MUCH DISSATISFIED .6 ibO^O* 



68.3 
28.0 

3.0 
. -6 

• .1 



. 68.3 
96.3 
99.3 
99.9 

100:0 



V 

Major fields of study, explanation of effect of jate checks..and comments are found in Appendices A, 
B,«ndC. 



<5 

REPORJ OF JUITION GRANT PROGRAM SURVEY 1972-7^ 



1972-73 was the first year "of the Tuition Grant Program so there will not be as yet the cross 
comparisons that are reflected in the Student Loan Program. , ^ 

Class Standings as in Table XX are not very meaningful for cross comparison-between "a two-'year and a 
four-year cpMege .nor is TaWe XXI on Degree Enrolled For. As ^ne would expect, the majority are 
working tpwards the degree most commonjy offered. Thqse indicating bachelors in tl2e-4wo-year 
school; are undoubtedly in the transfer prograrft. " 



TABLE XX 



FRESHMAN 
SbPHOMORe 

junTor 

SENIOR 
GfW)UATE 
NO REPLY 

TOTAL • 
NUMBER 



CLASS STANDING 

%' » 
Alaska Methodist University 
FiilUtime Part-time Total ' 



% 

23.2 
26.6 
26.-6 

1.1 
2.2 

91.5% 
162 



■ % 

1.1 
-0- 

.2*2 • 
1.7 

-0- 

■ 8.5% 
15 



24.3 
26.6 
28.8- 
1?.5 
4.5 
^2.2 

100.0% 
177 



Sheldon Jackson College ' 
Full-time Part-time Total 



• % 

54.^ 
25.0 
-0- 

-0- • 
-0- 
8.3 

87.5% 

21 



-% 

4.2 
-0- 
-0- 
4.2 



12.5% 
3 



58.3 
25.0 

4.2 
4.2 

.8-3 

100.0% 
24 



TABLE XXI 

DEGREE ENROLLED FOR 

Alaska Methodist University 
Full-time Part-time « Total 



Sheldon Jackson College 
Full-time Part-time Total 



'% 



%' 



ASSOCIATE . 
BACHELORS 
GRADUATE 
NO REPLY ^ 

TOTAL 
NUMBER 



1.1 


-6- 


1.1 


75.0 


4.2 


7?.2 


86.6 


5.6 


92.2 


^ 12.5 


4.2 


'16.6 


M • 


k.8. 


3.9 


-0- 


• 4.2 


. 4.2 


2.8 


-0-^ 


2.8 


-0- 


-0- 


V- 


91.6% 


8.4%'n 


100.0% ^ 


87.5% - 


12.5% 


100.0% 


162 


15 

* 


177 


21 . 


3 


24 

I 










4 

> 


• 






1^ 









Table XXli shows that the majority hacJ no Alaska student loans prior to 1972-73. 
. - ' TABLE XXII 



» « 



NONE . 
ONE. YEAR 
two YEAR5 
THREE YEARS 
NO REPLY 

TOTAL 
NUMBER' 



aIaSKA STUDENT LOANS 
(prior to 72-73) 

Alarica Methodist University 



sidon Jackson Qollege 



Ful{-time 


Part-time 


Total 


Full-time 


Part-time 


Total 


% 


% 


%. 


% 

* 


% 


% 


74.0, " 


7.9 


8r.9 


87.5 


12.5 


100.0 


8.5 


-0- 


8.5 


-0- 


-0- 


-0- 


2.2 


-0- • 


2.2 . 


/ -0- 


-0- 


-0- 


.6- 


-0- 


.6 


-0- 


-0- « 


-0- 


6:2 .. 


.6 


6.8 




-0- 




91.5% 


8.5% 


100.0% 


87.5% 


12.5% 


106.0% 


162 


15 


• 177 


21 


3 


24 



While Table XXIII explores prior Alaska tuition grants (which was really a tuition equalization plan 
under an earlier law), we find the bulk of the current tuition grant holders were r^ot under this earlier 
program. In fact some, of^jihe Sheldon Jackson College responses may be in error as the earlier 
program (was in 1970-71. 



le. of/the 



TABLE XXIII 



NONE 
ONE YEAR 
NO REPLY 

• 

TOTAL . 
NUMBER 



ALASKA TUITION GRANTS 
(prior to 72-73) 

Alaska Methodist University 
.Full-time 

'% 

79.6 ! 
10.2 
1.7 



SheMon Jackson College 



"9^.5% 
16^ 



Part-time 


Total 


Full-time 


Part-time 


Total 


% 

\ 


% 


V. 


% 


. % 

-0 


6.8 


86.4 


58.3 


12.5 


70.8 


1.7 




8.4 


•0- 


8.4 


-0- 




20.8 


.•0.. ■ ■ 


20.8 


8.5% 


100.0% 


87.5% 


12.5% •. 


100.0% 


15 


177 


21 


3 


24 



ERIC 



i 



In Table XXIV, we find ^ high majority who have never obtained a prior l^an from federal or other 
sources. v 



NONE 
ONEYEAR 
TWO YEARS 
tHREEyEARS 
NbREPlLy 

TOTAL ^ 
NUMBER 



TABLE XXiV 

STUDENT LOANS FROM 
FEDERAL OR OTHER SOURCES 
, (prior to 7273) 



AlMka Methodist Uhivtrsity 
Full-time Part-timo Total 



Sheldon Jackson College 
Flill-tima Part-tl'ns Total 



% 


% 


% 


% 


■ % 


% 




73.0 


6.3 


79.3 


75^ 


8.3 


83.3 




9.6 


2.2 


11.8 


4.2 


4;2 


8.4 




•5.© 


•0- 


5.6 


• 4.2 • 


•0- 


412 . 




1.1 




1.1 


■Or 




-0- 




2.2 


' •9- 


2.2 . 


4.2 




4.2 




• ^ 

91.5% 


8.5% 


100.0% 


.87.5% 


12.5% 


100.0% 




462 


15 • 


177 


21 


3 


24 





1 

In survey returns with small samples, Table XXV indicates* the typical problem that results as the 
number responding to "did you receive'an Alaska student loan in 72-73" is considerably higher (7.5% 
to 13.6% ^or AMU) than those actually receiving both, which I suppose might Indicate that those 
receiving both, realized the value to them and'therefore a larger percent responded. 



TABLE XXV 



DID YOU RECEIVE AN ALASKA STUDENT LOAN FOR 72-73? 



NONE 
YES 

NO REPLY 

TOTAL 
NUMBER 



Alaska MetHodist University 



Shaklon Jackson College 
Full-time Part-time Total 



% 


% 


/ 
/ 

/ 


% . 


% 


% 


% 


76:2 


8.5 


/ 

1 


84.7 


79.1 


12.5 


91.6 


13.6 


•0- 


/. 


'13.5 


4.2 


-0- 


4.2 


1.7 






1.7 


4.2 




4.2 


9L5% 


/ 

8.5% 




jlOO.0% 


87.5% 


12.5% 


ioo.0% 


162 . 


15 




177 


21 


3 


24 




VVith Table XXVI, we tabulated the percent of total educational. costs that were covered by the tuition (. 
grant. Th^. 54.2% that reported answered 40% or less. In- the student loan survey ort this same 
<iue$tlori, ;^»ly 27.6 reported 40% or less covered. Some apparently confused total expenses 
•tuition, otherwise they could not have answered as they did. >. 



TABLE XXVI 

WHAT PERCENT^OF YOUR TOTAL EDUCATIONAL COSTS DID 
,^ I YOUR 72-73 TUITION GRANT qOVER?' 

AlMkaMtthodiitUnivanity Stitldon JMkion College 



ParcMit 
Covtfcfl, 


FuH-tim* 


Part-tlmt 


Total 


FulltinNb 


Part-time 


Total' 


% 

* 


% 


% * 


. % 


% 


% 


\. 

• 1-20 


2.3 


-0- 


2.3 


. 16.7 


•0- 


16.7 


21-40 


29.4 


.6 


30.0 


y37.5 


^- 


37.5 


41-60 


24.3 


.6 


24.9 


. 8.3 


-0- . 


8.3 


- 61-80 


23.1 


' 2.8 


25.9 


4.2 


-0- 


4.2 


8M00A 


2.8 


3.9 


6.7 


8.3 


12.5 


20.8 


NO REPLY 


9.6 


.6 


10.2 


12.5 


^- 


12.5. 


TOTAL 


91.5% 


8.5% 


100.0% 


87.5% 


l2.5% 


100.0% 


NUMBER 


162 


15 


177 


21 


3 


24 



The, difference between tuition grant amount and total educational costs is explored in Table XXVII 
' (p. 22^ We f irtd some differences here when compi<red to student loan recipiepts. While over 50% of 
support carfie for "self" for student loan holcJers, only 26,6% (AMU) and 13.6% (SJC) came from this 
-.source. The student loantholders show self* and parents as the major factor but in the tuitioo grant, it 
shows BIA assistance in second place for AMU and first place for SJC. It would seem to indicate that 
both these schools are doing ah excellent job of recruiting the native students. 



TABLE XXVill 
♦ 



HdW DID YOU MAKE UP THE QIFFERENCE BETWEEN TUITION GRANT 
• AMOUNT AND YOUR TOTAI..EDUCATIONAL COSTS? 



ALASKA METHODIST UNIVERSITY 
(Full-time) 



SOURCES 


• 


1-20 


21^40 


. 4160 ' 


61 & Over 


TOTAL 






a) 


■ • % 

rv 


% 


% 


% 


SELF ■ • . . 




10.3 


id.s" 


4.0 


" '1.4 


26.6 , 


parents:^ ■ 




4.0 


4.9 • ■ 


" 2.7 


1.8 


. 13.4' 


BIA ■ - 




.4 


4.9 . 


6.8 


3.1 


15.2' 


SPOUSE 




.4 


1.8 


.4' 


.0- 


2.6 


VA 




• .9 


• • 2.7 




-0- • 


3.6 


STATE LOAN , 




.9 


2.2 


2.2 




^ 5.3 


OTHEp LOANS 




■3.6 


8.1 


1.4 • 


-0- 


13.1 • 


SCHOLARSHIPS 




2.7 


■ -5.4 


♦ ■0- 


•0- . 


8.1 


OTHER FEDE'^ALAlb 




7.7 


4.5 


•-0- 

< 


-0- 


12.1 


TOTAL . " : 
NUMBER** 




. ,30.9%- 


•. 45.3% 


17.5% 


6.3% 


100.0% 




69 


101 


39 


o 14 


223 



**More liian one source could be checked by student 



SHELDON JACKSON COLLEGE 
(Full-time) 



SOURCES 


1-20 


21-40 • 


'41-60 


61 & Over 


TOTAL 




% 


% 


% 


% - 


' % 


SELF s 


-0- 


13.6" 


-0- . 


.0- 


13.6 


PARENTS 




-0- 


4.6 


■ -9- ; 


. 4.6 


BIA 


4.6 ^ 


4.6 ' 


4.6 


13.6 


27.3 


SPOUSE 


-0-' 


. -0- 


•0- 


4.6 . . 


4.6 


VA 


-0- 


■ -0- 


9.1 




9.1 


STATE LOAN / 


\ -0- 


-0- 


4.6 


^- 


4.6 


OTHER LOANS 


« .0- 


^. ; 


-0-\ 


-0- 


• -d- 


SCHOLARSHIPS 


• • 13.6 


4.6 


4.6\ 


-0- 


22.7 


OTHER FEDERAL AID 


9.1 


4.6 


Or \ 


-0- 


13.6 


TOTAL. , 


27.3% 


27.3% 


27.3% 


\ 18.2% 


100.0% 


NUMBER** 


6 


6 


6 


\'4 


22 



**More than one source could be checked by student 



4 



/ 



» , ■ i 
Table XXVIII explores residence plans after graduation. The bulk of the students seem to feCl that 
> *^They will remain ir\ Alaska.. ' 




TABLE XXVIII . 
LIVING PLANS AFTER GRADUATION 





Alaska Methodist University 


Sheldon Jackson College 






Full-time 


Part-time 


Total 


Full-time 


Part-thne 


Total 


♦ 


% 


% 


% 


. 


% . 


% 


AllASKA 


75.1 


7.9 


83.0 . 


62.L 


12.5* 


75.0 


UNDECIDED . 


15.3 


.6 


" 15.9 


125 


-0- .' 


12.5 


but-OF-STATE ■ 


1.1 


-0- 


1.1 


-C- 


-0-, 


^- 


NO REPLY 


-0- 


-0- 


-0- • 


12.5 ■ 


•0- 


12.5. 


TOTAL 


91.5% 


8.5% 


100.0% 


87.5% 


12.5% 


100.0% 


NUMBER 


1(52 


15 


177 


21 


3 


24 



The question of the extent to which the Tuition Grant Program influenced their choi^lof^olleges was 
explored and reported, in Table XXIX. Somewhat slightly more than one-half indlcafed"ttid[-'it had a 
.great deal of influence. ~ i 

c 

TABLE XXIX 



TO WHAT EXTENT DID THE TUITION GRANT PR0GRA|1 



INFLUENCE YOUR CHOICE OF COLLEGE? 
Alaska Methodist University SheMon Jackson College 





Full-time 

% 


Part-time 

' % 


Total 

% 


'Full-time 

% 


Part-time 

% 


Total 

% 


A GREAT DEAL 
SOMEWHAT 
NOT AT ALL 
NO REPLY 


57.1 
, 14.7 
15.2 
4.5 


3A 

1.7 


60.5 
16.4 
18.6 
4.5 


. 50.0 
20.8 
16.7 
-0- 


-0- 
4.2 
8.3 
-0- 


50.0 
25.0 
25.0 
-0- 


TOTAL 
NUMBER 


91.5% 
162 


8.5% 
15 


100.0% 
177 


87.5% 
21 


12.5% 
•'3 


100.0% 
24 



T 



ERIC 



2.7 

23 



The question of tKe'extent to which the students were sat^f ie<J or dissatisfied with the Tuition Grant 
Program was reported in Table XXX. There was no one in either school who was "much dissatisfied" 
and opiy 1.1% from AMU and 4.2% from SJC who were "somewhat dissatisfied" (due to small sample 
size of SJt& this is only one [1 ] stiident). So while I would like this year to raise the percent in the top 
category, I canndt help twit feel that the overall rating was quite satisfactory for the f irstyear of the 
Tuition Grant Program. . * 



TABLE XXX 

ARE YOU GENERALLY SATISFIED OR DISSATISFIED 
WITH TH| TUITION GRANT PROGRAM? 

Sheldon JM:kK>nColiigt 



a}MPiitELY SATISFIED 
wiLLSATtSFiEb 
HALF^OHALF 
SCHMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 
MUCH DISSATISFIED ' 
NO REPLY 

TOTAL 
NI!MBER 

Table XXXI puts side by side, the satisfaction ratings fbr the Tuition Grant ar.d Student Lt-.i 
Programs for 1972-73. The variations are not large -no'-sh to have statistical significance but they do 
show all in th« 90% range when the top three categories are matched in the cumulative percent 
.columns. 



Full-time 


pMt-time 


Total 


Fullrtime 


Part-time 


^ Total 


% 


■ %. 


• % 


% 


• % 


%' 


6a2 


7.4 ' 


86.6 ' 




.12.6 


68.2 


27.1 


1.1 


282 


29.2 


, -0- 


• 29.2 


4.0 


•0- 


4.0 


4.2 


' 4)' 


4.2 


1.1 


•0. 


1.1 


• 4.2 


•0- 


4.2 


•0- 


•0- 


-0- 


• -O-" 


•0- 


•0- 


1.1 


■0- 


1.1 


4.2 


•0- 


•4.2 


91 .SK 


-8.6% 


100.0K 


87.8% 


12.6%' 


100.0% 


162 


15 


1*77 


21 




24 



TABLE XXXI 



\ 



COMPARISON OF GENERAL SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTioN 
OF THE STUDENTS IN THE TUITION GRANT AND STUDENT LOAN PROGRAMS 



, GRANTS LOANS 

AMU 

' Cum. 

% % 

VERYWELL SATISFIED J6.6 ^ 6B.6 
WELL SATISFIED 38.2 83.8 

HALF AND HALF 4.0 97.8 

MU€H DISSATISFIED ., 1.1 9f.9\ 
VSRYMUCHblSSATISFIED -0- .9^.9 \ 
NOiilEFLY 1.1 ^f^ 

Appendix. D ttjmmirlxei the comnmii on t^.e questionnaires for the tuition grant respondents. 

O ' f ' \ 24 /«JJ / 



SJC 


OUTSIDE 


INSIDE 




Cum. 


^ 


Cuml 




Cum. 


%\ 


% 


% 


% 


. % 


% 


68.2 


58.2 


71.8 


71.8 


68.1 


68.1 


29.2 


87.4 


23.7 


96.6 


34.9 


93.0 


4.2 


91.6 


1.6 


07.1 


6.7 


98.7 




95.8 


'.7 


97.8 " 




99.1 


*-.<). 


96.8 


.2 


98.0 


■0- 


99.1 


4.2 


100.0 


2.0 


100.0 


.9 


100.0 



APPENDIX A 
MAJOR FIELDS OF STUDY 



LOAN PROGRAM 



GRANT PROGRAM 



FIELD 



Art 

Behavioral Science (P$y., Soc.; etc.) 
Business (Econ., Management etc.) 
Ecology (fjsh, forest; etc.) 
:E(iucation 

Brginaer (civil, architecture, etc.) 
iEhgiish (Jpiirhaiism, communication^, etc.) 
Healing Arts 

.Honm.EDondniics (foods, nutrition, etc.) 
Humarf tties (Liberal Arts, Soc. Science,) 
Law 

Performing Arts 
Pre-fiealing Arts • 
Pre- Law 

Science and Math 

Misc, collegiat^ -u" 
Misc, voc-tech 
Interim 
No reply 

TOTAL 
Number 



ln*State. 

% 


Out-off-State 


AMU 

% V 


SJC 

% 


-0- 


1.1 


O A 

'i 


A. 


11.4 


7.8 


14.1 


-V* 


17.5 


14.4 


Q A 

y.o 


on B 
cM.o 


6.6 


1.6 




8.3 


14.4 


11.4 


1 AU 


o.o 


7.4 


8.0 ^ 


•O 




3.5 


2.4 


o o 


-u- 


2.6 


5.5 






1.3 


1.8 


-0- 


•6- 


1.7 


9.1 


11.3 


12.5 


-0- 


D./ 


n. 
-tr 




1.7 


2.9 


1 7 
1./ 




-0- 


3.8 


•0- 




-0- 
17.0 


1.6 ■ 
7.8 


f- 

9.0 


-0- 
16.7 


1.3 


2.7 


i.1 


4.2 


5.7 


"4.9 


-Q. 


20.8 


'3.1 


2.9 


3.4 


. -0- 


4.8 


3.6 


3.4. 


4.2 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


229 


451 


177 


24 
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APPEND.IX B 
EXPLAIN HOW LATE CHECKS AFFECTED YOU 

TYPES OF COMMENTS . , No. GUT-OF STATE 

Very timely with check; No trouble; Don't think service * 

could Be better; How could help pf any kind be . 

hardship. 12 , ^ 

Had to take out erriergency loan; Had to ^rrow money 

to live on; Borrowed from parents; Emergency loan 7^ — ^ 

based on verified ^tate loan. ^ . ^ ' . 

Had to pay a late fee; Had to pay interest on amount 
du^; *1 am suspicious of the school that they may have 
waylaidit forcingmetopay their usurious interest.'' » 17 

.College, put me on deferred payment; Had to petition 
for extension of paymenti Convinced them check wa5 
cbmingV Accepted documentation that check was 
coming. 



31 



Had to spend savings; Had, earnings that tided me over; 
Only necessary to rejuggle finances; Us^d up reserve 
funds; Used money planned for second semester. 20 



Some .<trouble getting through registration;, Slight 
inconvenience at registration; Made registration J 
complicated; Couldn't register tilt I made financial ^ 
arrangements; Not officially student till it arrived. 10 

Ate a lot of beans; Grocery money needed; Rent due, 
landlord jumpy; Had to pay for books; Could not get 
meal ticket. * . 1 10 

College lost check for awhile; Much of problem was 

college fumbling; . , . * ^ 

Due to computer; Helped to know it was the computer. 11 

I Jisted'.wrong date; Changed school at last minute; I 
. didn't send forms bacfe promptly; Applied late; Fees 
raised and underestimated. ' ^ 

Embarrassed by inability to pay; Got tired of 

apologizing. ' ' ^ ^ 

Nervous strain; Worrying; A little worry. ^ - 6 



^ 26 



30 



APPENDIX C 



COMMENTS ON STUDENT LOAfi PROGRAM 



COMMENTS 



No. OUf-bf -STATE ' No, IN STATE 



Correct delivery date * deliver on time 
Late checks a problem •.mail earlier 



29 



13 



Administered well • keep up excellent program 
Feel iucky these fu^^^ • 
Corresponctehce has been promptly and pleasantly 
Mswered- 



31 



12 



Loan less than requested - wanted jarger amount 
Loan does pot cover enough items ^ 
Maximum loan hardship to those wanting to accelei^te 
Allbvv more for married students 

Againsf cutting off forgiveness 
If 40 forgiveness, then no interest - 

Without prograni could not afford college ^ ^ 
Qreat foresight on part of state 

Notification of awards should be earlier ' 
Always a sweat waifing for the legislature to appropriate 



11 



19 
5 



18 



13 



3i 



APPENDIX D 



COMMENTS ON TUITION GRANT PROGRAM 



COMMENTS 



No.. AMU 



Very lucky to get such benefits 
Big help for so many 
Could not have attended without it ' 
Alldws studehts to obtain an education 
* Many friends have returned to college because of 
•'program 

. ' - V . ' 

Allows freedom of choice in college attended 
Program must be continued 
Money Into private college well worth it' 
Can stay in Alaska and have choice of college 
Enables all to have^higher education 

>^ Grant should cover more of expenses ^ 
Ystill a big amount for student's share 

Need summer school'grant money 

Help vvith summer school so can finish college faster 



69 



40 



Program handled welf 

Not a complicated system 

Paper work simplje 

Well implemented, avoids red tape 



Requires student to pay enough so that he appreciates 
cost of ao education 



